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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in response to Amendment filed 3/1 8/04 and Supplemental Declaration 
filed 4/13/04, which have been fully considered. 

2 . Amended claims 1 - 1 6 are presented for examination. 

3. This Action is FINAL. 

Specification 

4. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: headings should be 
provided for each section of the specification. Appropriate correction is required. 



6. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, m such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described 
in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or 
with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Specifically, claim 
1 recites "a plurality of grammar files all written in a same, hierarchical and object oriented 
language in text format." As described on page 14 of the specification, the grammar files are 
disclosed as being in either the ". dtd" or " xsd" formats. The Examiner finds that .dtd and 
•xsd files are not hierarchical and object oriented languages perse. The specification does 
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not disclose that the grammar files may be in any other format (for example, XML). 
Therefore, the claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the specification 
in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at 
the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

7. As for claim 3, even if Applicant demonstrates that .dtd and .xsd files are hierarchical 
and object oriented languages, Applicant does not disclose that the grammar files may be in 
the XML format. Therefore, the claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that 
the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

8. As dependent claims, claims 2-10 suffer from the same deficiencies as claim 1. 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Specifically it is not clear how to interpret the limitation "a 
plurality of grammar files all written in a same, hierarchical and object oriented language in 
text format" since the grammar files have not been disclosed as being written is said same, 
hierarchical and object oriented language in text format (see 1 12, first paragraph, rejection 
above). For the purpose of applying prior art, very little patentable weight will be given to 
this limitation in the claims. 

11. As for claim 3, it is unclear how to interpret the limitation that the grammar files are in 
XML, since they are disclosed as being in either the .dtd or .xsd formats (see 1 12, first 
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paragraph, rejection above). For the purpose of applying prior art, very little patentable 
weight will be given to this limitation in the claims. 

12. Claims 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Specifically, claim 14 recites, "said description grammar for 
translation of at least one of the application description files from at least one graphic 
automation language into the XML language." However, according to the limitations of 
claims 1 1 and 12, the application description files are already in the XML language. It 
clearly does not make sense to translate the files from XML into XML. It appears that 
Applicant intends to claim translation from the XML language into at least one graphic 
automation language. For the purpose of applying prior art, the Examiner interprets that any 
teaching of using a grammar file to translate another file either from or to XML is sufficient 
to meet the limitations of the claim 

13. As dependent claims, claims 1 5 and 1 6 suffer from the same deficiencies as claim 1 4. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
14. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) toe invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
m the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language 
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15. Claims 1-4 and 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Lawrence et al (US 6,393,341 Bl) (hereinafier Lawrence). 

16. As for claim 1, Lawrence discloses a programming station for generating an automation 
program to be executed in automation equipment and written in at least one graphic 
automation language, said programming station comprising an internal memory for storing a 
plurality of grammar files (description files 26, Fig. 3; col. 4, lines 32-34, "Thus, when a new 
meter. . .the repository 26") all written in a same, hierarchical and object oriented language in 
text format, each said grammar file comprising a description grammar describing a respective 
graphic automation language for generating an automation program (col. 3, line 44 - col. 4, 
line 9, "A typical communications. . . modification of meter types."). 

17. As for claim 2, Lawrence discloses the programming station according to claim 1 , 
wherein said internal memory also is for storing at least one application description file, each 
said description file describing part of an automation application and being written in the 
single, hierarchical and object oriented language (col. 3, line 1 1 - col. 4, line 4, "Referring to 
Fig. 2.. .of meter types."; col. 4, lines 32-34, "Thus, when a new meter.. .the repository 26."). 

18. As for claim 3, Lawrence discloses the programming station according to claim 2, 
wherein the single, hierarchical and object oriented language is the XML (extended Markup 
Language) language (col. 4, lines 32-34, "Thus, when a new meter... the repository 26."). 

19. As for claim 4, Lawrence discloses the programming station according to claim 2, 
wherein said at least one application description file comprises an application program 
description file, an application input-output description file, and an application data 
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description file (considered inherent to SCAD systems; col. 3, lines 1 1-20, "Referring to Fig. 
2. . .and debugging tools."). 

20. As for claim 1 1 , Lawrence discloses an automation equipment for generating an 
automation program, comprising memory means for storing a set of a plurality of automation 
application description files expressed in a same, hierarchical and object oriented language, 
the automation equipment also comprising translation means for converting each application 
description file into a binary language that can be executed by the automation equipment 
(col. 3, line 44 - col. 4, line 9, "A typical communications. . .modification of meter types"; 
The conversion to binary format is considered inherent for execution by the devices. As 
understood by one of ordinary skill in the art, all machines execute commands in binary 
format - commonly known as "machine language" - at the lowest level. See also 
Applicant's admitted prior art on pg. 16, lines 1 1-20, "This automation. . . in figure 1 ."). 

21. As for claim 1 2, Lawrence discloses the automation equipment according to claim 1 1 , 
wherein the single, hierarchical and object oriented language is the XML (extended Markup 
Language) language (col. 4, lines 5-10, "The repository 26... of meter types"). 

22. As for claim 13, Lawrence discloses the automation equipment according to claim 12 
wherein the set of application description files contains an application program description 
file, an application input-output description file, and an application data description file 
(considered inherent to SCADA systems; col. 3, lines 1 1-20, "Referring to Fig. 2. . .and 
debugging tools"). 

23. As for claim 14, Lawrence discloses the automation equipment according to claim 12, 
fiirther comprising a grammar file storing a description grammar, said description grammar 
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for translation of at least one of the application description files from at least one graphic 
automation language in the XML language (col. 3, line 44 - col. 4, line 9, "A typical 
communications. . .modification of meter types."). 

24. Claims 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Nixon et al (US 
5,801,942) (hereinafter Nixon). 

25. As for claim 1 1 , Nixon discloses an automation equipment for generating an automation 
program, comprising memory means for storing a set of a plurality of automation application 
description files expressed in a same, hierarchical and object oriented language, the 
automation equipment also comprising translation means for converting each application 
description file into a binary language that can be executed by the automation equipment 
(col. 9, lines 33-45, "The process control.. .in that language."; col. 12, line 50 - col. 13, line 
22, "The configuration model. . .and the like"; The conversion to binary format is considered 
inherent for execution by the devices. As understood by one of ordinary skill in the art, all 
machines execute commands in binary format - commonly known as "machine language" - 
at the lowest level. See also Applicant's admitted prior art on pg. 16, lines 1 1-20, "This 
automation. . . in figure 1 ."). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

26. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
SfXt tZ ?! 0t ^ tlUe ' lf ^ differences toeeil the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art a 
such that Uie subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a per 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived bv t 
manner in which the invention was made. y 
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27. Claims 2-10 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Lawrence 
in view of Nixon et al. (US 5,801,942) (hereinafter Nixon). Although the Examiner finds 
that Lawrence teaches all the limitations of claim 2 (see 102 rejection above), even if 
Applicant asserts that Lawrence fails to disclose storing at least one application description 
file "describing part of an automation application and being written in the single, hierarchical 
and object oriented language," it is well-known and expected in the art to use hierarchical 
object oriented languages and files for the creation of applications, because it allows for easy 
modification and simplified program design, as taught by Nixon (col. 9, lines 33-45, "The 
process control. . . in that language"). Moreover, since the claim merely recites "at least one," 
the prior art is only required to teach or suggest one application description file. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Lawrence by storing at least 
one application description file describing part of an automation application and being 
written in the single, hierarchical and object oriented language, because it provides for easy 
modification and simplified program design, as taught by Nixon above. 

28. As for claim 3, Lawrence discloses the programming station according to claim 2, 
wherein the single, hierarchical and object oriented language is the XML (extended Markup 
Language) language (col. 4, lines 32-34, "Thus, when a new meter. . . the repository 26."). 

29. As for claim 4, Lawrence discloses the programming station according to claim 2, 
wherein said at least one application description file comprises an application program 
description file, an application input-output description file, and an application data 
description file (considered inherent to SCADA systems; col. 3, lines 1 1-20, "Referring to 
Fig. 2... and debugging tools"). 
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30. As for claims 5- 1 0 and 1 6, although Lawrence discloses translating means (including 
description or "grammar" files) for interfacing with a variety of applications, Lawrence does 
not teach the specific claimed formats (e.g. ladder, SFC) of the applications nor the specific 
claimed elements of the applications (e.g. links, jumps, coils, etc.). Nixon discloses the 
specific limitations of claims 5-10 and 16, as laid out in the previous rejection, paper no. 4. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Lawrence to 
incorporate the teachings of Nixon because this would allow for interfacing various devices 
with a variety of traditional application programs, as selected by the user, and would further 
allow for easy modification and simplified program design, as taught by Nixon (col. 3, lines 
39-65, "Several control languages... a control strategy."; col. 9, lines 33-45, "The process 
control. .. in that language."). 
31. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being obvious over Lawrence (US 
6,393,341 Bl) in view of Lau (US 6,598,219 Bl). As for claim 15, Lawrence does not 
specifically disclose means of checking that the description of the application in the XML 
language satisfies the description grammar of the graphic automation language used. Lau 
teaches a means for translating data using XML which includes means of checking the 
arrangement of the data in order to validate the arrangement of the data and prevent errors 
(col. 2, line 66 - col. 3, line 20, "According to an. . . according to XML"). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings Lawrence by checking that 
the description of the application in the XML language satisfies the description grammar of 
the graphic automation language used, in order to validate the arrangement of the data and 
prevent errors, as taught by Lau. 
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Response to Arguments 

Oath/Declaration 

32. Objections to the Oa<h/Deelara,ion are hereby withdrawn io view of the Substitute 
Declaration filed 4/13/04. 

Specification 

33. Object™ to the specification are hereby maintained. Specificaily, Applicant haa no, 
provided section headings. 

112 Rejections 

34. Applicant did no, specifically address concerna raised in the 1 ,2 Reject™ sect i„n of the 
previous rejection, paper no. 4, bu, nKrely sta,* ft* the Cain, were amended ,o clarify the 
httended meaning. Previous rejections under 35 usc , ^ ^ ^ ^ 
withdrawn in view of Applicant, ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

potion of claims , -10, 14 and 1 5 baaed on the indefinite of me ,erms "grammar file" 
and "grammar" (no, addressed by Applicant), ,he Examiner finds ,h„ * ,e„ns are no, 
indefinhe bu, merely broad. For ,he purpose of applying prior ^ the Examinff ^ 

tte me ,™ "grammar file" is merely a file having mles or stiucbure ua defined by the 
"grammar." Under this interpret, almost My ffle ^ comprjse g ^ 

Any file which could be compiled o, „ would ,„here„„y comprise a "grammar file" (he. 
the grammar is required to parse the file). 

102 Rejections 

35. Applicant's arguments filed 3/1 8/04 with respect to Nixon et al. (US 5,801,942) are not 
persuasive. 





Application/Control Number: 10/073,193 D 

' Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2121 

* 

36. With respect to claims 1 and 1 1, the Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's 
assertion that Nixon fails to teach grammar (or description) files written in a same 
hierarchical and object oriented language in text format. Specifically, the Examiner finds 
that C++ is exactly such a language and is clearly taught by Nixon (see col. 9, lines 33-45, 
"The process control. . . in that language"). Furthermore, the description grammar describing 
a respective automation language is considered inherent to the process configuration 
program, which is disclosed as written in C++ (col. 3, line 58 - col. 4, line 20, "In accordance 
with... screen presentations."; col. 12, line 50 - col. 13, line 39, "The configuration 
model. . . function block 522"). 

37. Therefore, claim 1 1 is properly rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as anticipated by Nixon. 

38. Applicant's arguments filed 3/18/04 with respect to Lawrence et al. (US 6,393,341 Bl) 
have been folly considered but they are not persuasive. 

39. With respect to independent claims 1 and 1 1, Applicant asserts that Lawrence fails to 
teach/fe describing a respective graphic automation language for generating an automation 
program First, the Examiner notes that only claim 1 recites this limitation. Claim 1 1 merely 
recites a set of "automation application description files" and translation means for 
converting them into a binary language. With respect to the Lawrence reference, Applicant 
makes no arguments specific to the limitations of claim 1 1 . 

Referring to claim 1, the Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's interpretation. 
The Examiner finds that Lawrence clearly teaches a plurality of grammar files written in a 
same, hierarchical and object oriented language in text format. Specifically, lines 32-34 of 
column 4 recite: 
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Thus, when a new meter type is added to the system, a file containing a 
description for the new meter type is added to the repository 26. (emphasis 
added) 



Lines 5-9 of column 4 further disclose that the files may be in XML, which is a hierarchical, 
and object oriented language in text format. Lawrence further discloses that the description 
files are used to translate requests from the applications into proper form for a particular 
meter. As would be understood by one of ordinary skill in the art, once translated, these 
requests comprise "automation programs" (i.e. they cause the meter devices to execute 
specific tasks). Furthermore, Lawrence teaches that the requests themselves may comprise 
files written in XML (col. 4, lines 39-42, "The request is generated. . . such as XML"). 

For all the reasons above, the Examiner finds that claims 1-4 and 1 1-15 are properly 
rejected under 35 USC 102(e) as anticipated by Lawrence. 
103 Rejections 

40. Applicant's arguments filed 3/1 8/04 have been folly considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

41 . Applicant asserts that because the base references fail to teach the limitations of 
independent claims 1 and 1 1, the dependent claims are allowable for the same reasons. It has 
been shown above that Lawrence properly anticipates all the limitations of claims 1 and 1 1. 
Therefore, claims 2-10 and 16 are properly rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as obvious over 
Lawrence in view of Nixon. Similarly, claim 15 is properly rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as 
obvious over Lawrence in view of Lau. 
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Conclusion 

42. Applicant. amendment nmssitm fc „ ^ rf ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP , 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1..36(a). 

A shortened statntory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the M ,i„ g ^ of , hls ^ ,„ fc ^ , ^ ^ . ^ ^ ^ 

MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisoiy action is not mailed until 

^^^^^^^^^ 

37 CFR 1. .36(a) wnl be calculated from the mailing dnte of the advisory action. In „„ even, 
this final action. 

43. Any in^ concerning m _ ^ ^ ^ 

exammer s h„„,d he directed to Aaron Perea-Daple whose te,epho„e nmnte k 703-305- 
4897. The examiner can normally be reached on 9ant - 6pm 

f attempts to reach the exantinar by telephone are unsuccessfru, the examiner, 

aupervi s „r,AnthonyKnightcanbereachedon703-308-3179 Th,f a 

aus-i.79. The fax phone number for the 

organization where this application orproceeding is assigns k ni . m _ 9m 

Mortnation regarding the status of an apphcation ntay be otaued front the Paten, 
Application Mortnation Rertieva. (PAIR) syst em, Status in fonmtion for pubfahed 

f ornn P uh fc hedapp,i M ,i 0ffiBav ,, abletooughMra(epAiRo ^ Forraore 
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about the PAIR system , see http./Zpat-dte.^, Shou , d you ^ ^ 
.o .he Pnvafc PA,R system , cmtM the ^ ^ ^ ^ 



on access 



(toll-free). 





Aaron Perez-Daple 



Anthony Knight 
Supervisory Ratefft Examiner 

Group360O 



